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other diseases. Providing equal access to 
chemical dependency treatment is not only the 
prescribed medical approach; it’s also the 
cost-effective approach. 

Mr. Speaker, as a recovering alcoholic my-
self, I know firsthand the value of treatment. 
As a recovering person of 18 years, I am ab-
solutely alarmed by the dwindling access to 
treatment for people who need it. Over half of 
the treatment beds are gone that were avail-
able 10 years ago. Even more alarming, 60 
percent of the adolescent treatment beds are 
gone. 

Mr. Speaker, we must act now to reverse 
this alarming trend. We must act now to pro-
vide greater access to chemical dependency 
treatment. 

That’s why I have introduced the ‘‘Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment Parity Act’’—the 
same bill that had the broad, bipartisan sup-
port last year of 95 cosponsors. 

This legislation would provide access to 
treatment by prohibiting discrimination against 
the disease of addiction. The bill prohibits dis-
criminatory caps, higher deductibles and co-
payments, limited treatment stays and other 
restrictions on chemical dependency treatment 
that are different from other diseases. 

This is not another mandate because it 
does not require any health plan which does 
not already cover chemical dependency treat-
ment to provide such coverage. It merely says 
those which offer chemical dependency cov-
erage cannot treat it differently from coverage 
for medical or surgical services for other dis-
eases. 

In addition, the legislation waives the parity 
for substance abuse treatment if premiums in-
crease by more than 1 percent and exempts 
small businesses with fewer than 50 employ-
ees. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s time to knock down the 
barriers to chemical dependency treatment. 
It’s time to end the discrimination against peo-
ple with addiction. 

It’s time to provide access to treatment to 
deal with America’s No. 1 public health and 
public safety problem. 

We can deal with this epidemic now or deal 
with it later. 

But it will only get worse if we continue to 
allow discrimination against the disease of ad-
diction and ignore the demand side. 

We can build all the fences on our borders 
and all the prison cells money can buy. We 
can hire thousands of new border guards and 
drug enforcement officers. But dealing pri-
marily with the supply side of this problem will 
never solve it. 

That’s because our nation’s supply-side 
strategy does not attack the underlying prob-
lem of addiction that causes people to crave 
and demand drugs. We must get to the root 
cause of addiction and treat it like other dis-
eases. 

All the empirical data, including extensive 
actuarial studies, show that parity for chemical 
dependency treatment will save billions of dol-
lars while not raising premiums more than 0.2 
percent, or 44 cents a month per insured, ac-
cording to a recent Rand Corp. study. 

That means, under the worst-case scenario, 
16 million alcoholics and addicts could receive 
treatment for the price of a cup of coffee per 
month to the 113 million Americans covered 

by health plans. At the same time, the Amer-
ican people would realize $5.4 billion in cost- 
savings from treatment parity, according to an-
other recent study. 

Of course, no dollar value can quantify the 
impact that greater access to treatment will 
have on the spouses, children and families 
who have been affected by the ravages of ad-
diction: broken families, shattered lives, 
messed-up kids, ruined careers. 

This is not just another policy issue. This is 
a life-or-death issue for 16 million Americans 
who are chemically dependent covered by 
health insurance but unable to access treat-
ment. It’s also a life-or-death issue for the 
other 10 million addicts and alcoholics without 
insurance. 

This year, Congress should knock down the 
barriers to chemical dependency treatment 
and pass treatment parity legislation. The 
American people cannot afford to wait any 
longer for Congress to ‘‘get real’’ about addic-
tion! 

Then someday, we can realistically and 
honestly talk about the goal of a ‘‘Drug-Free 
America.’’ 

f 

CENSUS 2000 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to respond to some of the 
comments by some of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle concerning 
the upcoming 2000 Census. The census 
forms are in the mail, and people 
should have received them by now or 
will receive them shortly. Please com-
plete those forms. I think, unfortu-
nately, my colleagues tried to make it 
feel that it was not necessary to com-
plete the forms, because only statis-
tical sampling should be used or some-
thing. That was settled by the Supreme 
Court last year. 

The important thing now is to com-
plete the forms. We need to get every-
body counted. Everybody living in this 
great country needs to be counted, and 
there is no excuse not to fill out your 
form. If you do not fill out your form, 
it costs the Government more to col-
lect the data, it hurts your local com-
munity, and there is nothing to be 
gained by not completing that form, 
and I am saddened that my colleagues 
gave the impression that the Repub-
licans do not want to count people. 
That is so sad that we have to stoop to 
that level of politics to say that we are 
not interested in counting people. That 
is so, so unfortunate. Because we are 
doing so much more this year to try to 
get everybody counted. 

I am really pleased with what the 
Census Bureau is doing on a lot of im-
portant things to get the undercounted 
population raised up so that they are 
fully counted. In fact, this census cost 
150 percent more than 1990. We spent 
less than $3 billion in 1990, and we are 
going to spend almost $7 billion; and 

we have given every penny that the 
Census Bureau has asked for. 

Now, I know my colleagues say oh, 
let the professionals at the Census Bu-
reau do it. The professionals know 
what to do. Let us look at the first 
major thing the Census Bureau did in 
sending out a prenotification letter 
that was just received last week by 120 
million people in this country. Well, 
what happened with that letter? 120 
million were sent out and guess what? 
All 120 million were misaddressed by 
the Census Bureau. That is the largest 
mass mailing mistake in history. Mr. 
Speaker, 120 million mistake, because 
one digit was added to everyone’s ad-
dress. These are the professionals that 
do not make mistakes. 

Then this form letter has a return 
envelope. It explains that the form is 
coming in the mail and on the back it 
gives a chance if you want it in five dif-
ferent languages. Unfortunately, for 
the large number of people who just 
speak English, they do not understand 
what it was all about because it never 
explained in English why the letter was 
coming. So the Census Bureau is get-
ting all of these questions, being tied 
up with phone calls, why are we get-
ting this letter. I do not understand 
what it is all about. They forget to put 
it in English. 

I am also glad that my colleague 
from New York put up the phone num-
ber to call, because we do need to work 
in the local census offices. Because the 
Census Bureau in their letter, instead 
of giving the number, what they gave 
is call directory assistance. Well, that 
is nice. That only costs 50 cents, what-
ever it is, in your particular phone pro-
vider area, but they did not even have 
the ability to put down the phone num-
ber. 

b 1800 

Now these professionals have botched 
the first big job. I want to make sure 
we have everybody counted, so I am 
saying that these mistakes were unfor-
tunate, it is embarrassing for the Bu-
reau, and we need to do everything we 
can to get everybody counted. 

Now they say that Governor Bush 
will not release another set of num-
bers. First of all, the Supreme Court 
has ruled. The Supreme Court ruled 
last January, a year ago January, and 
said we cannot use these statistically- 
adjusted numbers. I am a former statis-
tics professor. We have a lot of use for 
sampling and adjustments, but the 
court has ruled, so stop going on about 
that issue. 

They tried this in 1990. They did 
something called the PES, similar to 
what is called the ACE this time. It 
was a failure. What they did was they 
did a full count and then they tried to 
adjust it and get a second set of num-
bers. 

When they came up with the second 
set of numbers, they were not reliable. 
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They played around with them for 2 
years and they never used them. They 
still have never found a use for those 
numbers because it did not work. 

To say, oh, we are going to have this 
adjusted set of numbers and they are 
going to be great, the statisticians will 
even tell us they are not sure it is 
going to work. They are going to take 
a sample of 300,000 and adjust the en-
tire population, the 270 million people 
in this country, based on that 300,000 
sample. 

What we are working with in this is 
what is called census blocks, with 
maybe 25 people in them. It is a very 
complicated process. Here is a Census 
Bureau that cannot even send a letter 
out to tell us about the other matter 
straight. They botched it three dif-
ferent ways. And they are going to 
have the ability to do this extremely 
complicated experiment in statistics 
and get it right? I am really concerned 
about it. 

Governor Bush is right to say, let us 
see what we can come up with. I do not 
think it is going to work. I feel very 
confident the Supreme Court is going 
to rule it is illegal and unconstitu-
tional. In that case, we only have this 
set of numbers. 

So please, everybody should complete 
their form. That is the best record we 
have. Everybody please complete their 
form, whether they get a short or long 
form. One out of every six people get 
the long form. I know there are a lot of 
questions on there, but we really need 
to get the best Census possible this 
year. 

f 

THE PRIORITIES OF THE FEDERAL 
BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ISAKSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) is recognized for 60 minutes as the 
designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, just 
across the street here, the Committee 
on the Budget is working on unveiling 
the blueprint for the Federal budget. 
We do this every year to pay for every-
thing from social security for our sen-
ior citizens to Head Start programs for 
America’s preschoolers. 

The budget, introduced by House Re-
publicans this week, has a few impor-
tant priorities. I would like to spend 
the next hour talking about those pri-
orities. 

First, we save and protect social se-
curity by walling off the money and 
making sure it cannot be spent on any-
thing other than retirement for Amer-
ica’s seniors. We pay down public debt. 

Republicans disagree with the Demo-
crats and the leadership coming out of 
the White House, the Clinton-Gore 
team over there, on the matter of 
spending. We on the Republican side do 
not think it is right to make our chil-

dren pay tomorrow for money that we 
are spending today. We think, frankly, 
that we ought to have the courage to 
find the cash to pay for the things we 
want to buy now, rather than make my 
children and their children pay for it 
many, many years from now at many 
times the expense, after we factor in 
interest and just the general cost of 
bloating the Federal debt. 

We also provide Americans with re-
lief from the unfair tax on marriage 
and the unfair social security earnings 
limit, which penalizes senior citizens 
who want to work beyond retirement 
age. In fact, for those who earn over 
$17,000 this year, they will be penalized. 
They will actually have to pay dollars 
back to the Social Security Adminis-
tration for every $3 over that $17,000 
cap that they earn. For every $3 they 
earn, $1 has to go back to the govern-
ment. 

I just met with some constituents 
out in Colorado just last week at Wal- 
Mart, and found a number of individ-
uals working there beyond traditional 
retirement age. One woman approached 
me and said she had to write a check. 
It was for $88. She said it was not the 
dollar amount that bothered her so 
much as it was the principle of the 
thing, the notion that just to work she 
has to pay. If she wants to be ambi-
tious and continue being productive in 
the work force, she has to pay the gov-
ernment back as a result of this pen-
alty. 

We found the funding in our budget 
to eliminate that penalty altogether, 
and make it possible for people to go 
on working beyond retirement age 
without fear of being penalized and 
punished by their government for their 
entrepreneurial spirit, their dedication 
to work, and for their personal enter-
prise. 

Finally, we strengthen funding for 
important priorities like education and 
defense, so both our children and our 
Nation have a more secure future. 

These are the things I will be fight-
ing for as the budget continues to work 
its way through Congress. These are 
the things I will continue to work for 
as I will help Congress craft a budget 
that meets the needs of people of all 
ages across my district in the Eastern 
Plains of Colorado. 

Over the course of this next 55 min-
utes of the special order, we expect 
other members of the Republican ma-
jority to make their way down to the 
floor to talk about the various compo-
nents in the budget bill that they find 
to be of particular interest to them-
selves and to their districts and to the 
American people at large. 

I think the first and most dramatic 
reality of this budget, and a point of 
tremendous pride, deals with the Social 
Security surplus. The reason is because 
we have accomplished something this 
year that for many, many years the 
people in the media and our Democrat 

colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
said could not be done, and that is to 
save Social Security and to stop raid-
ing the Social Security fund in order to 
pay for the rest of government. 

In fact, the President would like to 
continue dipping into Social Security 
to pay for the kinds of spending and 
new programs and growth in govern-
ment that he envisions for the country 
and that the Clinton-Gore team has 
been promoting. 

Our budget does something very, 
very different. First of all, that budget 
reserves every penny of the Social Se-
curity surplus to strengthen the Social 
Security program. 

Here are some key points. The budget 
creates a safe deposit box to assure the 
Social Security surplus is not spent on 
any other government programs. It re-
serves the entire Social Security sur-
plus, $978 billion, over the next 5 years 
to pay down the debt held by the pub-
lic. It reduces the government’s inter-
est payments to the public, thereby 
making funds available to pay Social 
Security benefits. 

I brought a chart along here, Mr. 
Speaker, that shows exactly where we 
have come and how the history of this 
has gone. We have stopped raiding So-
cial Security and spending beyond our 
means. This chart represents total 
spending for every dollar that comes 
into the Federal government. This is 
just tax dollars. This does not take 
into account the Social Security con-
tributions of the American people. 

As we can see, way back over here in 
1995, the government was spending $1.23 
for every dollar it brought in in terms 
of tax revenues. A portion of that, the 
blue portion here, 6 cents, involves So-
cial Security spending, and 17 cents in-
volves additional public debt. In other 
words, this is what the addition to the 
debt was back in 1995. The brown area 
here is financed by the tax dollars that 
the American people sent here to 
Washington, D.C. 

This is what we inherited when Re-
publicans took over the majority in 
Congress. This chart, if we could look 
backward into the past, continues here. 
It starts even higher with greater 
quantities of deficit spending and 
spending here in Washington. 

What changed this chart and began 
to move our country in a direction of 
more responsible spending, as we see 
here, is a change in the leadership of 
the House of Representatives. This was 
the year that the American people 
threw the Democrats out of the major-
ity in the House and Senate both and 
instituted Republicans as the majority 
party, because they believed that we 
were sincere and that we were quite in-
tent on our promises to be more re-
sponsible with the taxpayers’ dollars in 
Washington; that our goal would be to 
reduce the deficit quantities of spend-
ing in Washington, D.C. as quickly as 
possible. 
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